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DISPLAY OF ELEMENTS MAPPED TO HTML FILES 



Ci^K i IhlCATE Oh MAIMNCS OR T RANSMISSION UNDER 37 CKR 1.8 

ted to the 




Niurtc: Victor G. C 



PETITTOM T T NDF.R ^7 r P p ^1 1 «i 




BOXAF 

C^ommissioner for Patents 
Washington. D.C. 20231 

Dear Sir: 



This Petition is being submitted in accordance with M.P.E.P. §706.07(c) to invoke the 
supervisory authority of the Coroner under 37 CF.R §1.181 involving an e. parte action in the 
above-identified patent application that is not subject to appeal and not od^erwise provided for. 

n^e Applicants request a review of Ac final rejection made in an Office Action dated March 22, 
2001. for the above-identified patent application This Petition is being submitted in response to the 
final office action. 

■Vh. 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 rejections in the Office Action were made final, even though the rejections 
of the Office Action were ba.ed on a reference d^t was not cited in a previous Office Action on d.e 
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applicadon and the amendments made tx. the dam. merely incorpomed claim limitations expressed 
dependent claim. The Examiner asserted that the AppHcants' amendment necessitated the 
grounds of rejection. 



in a 
new 



The Applicants' attorney disagrees. Itc AppKcants' amendment of the claims merely amended 
the independent ck^s t« incorporate dependent claim limitation.. For example, the independent 
claims 1, 1 2. 23 were amended to mclude a Hmxt^tion such that the element ^va« t^.ferred from a from 
to an mUL page and an HTML file as«ocia.«d with the HIML page, which limitation was 
incoiporarion from dependent claims 2, 13, and 24 tespectively of the applicaaon as originally filed. 
Ihe original dependent claims 2, 13. and 24 specifically provided . .the element is transferred from a 
from to the H'lTMI. page associated with the HTML file." 

TTie amendments and arguments made in response to the first Office Action should reasonably 
have been expected by die Examiner, since the subject of the amendments were part of die 
specification and, more importandy, part of the claimed subject matter, of the application as originally 
filed. See M.P.E.P. §§ 706.07(a) and 904 et aeq. 

As such, it is respectfiiUy submitted that the rejections should not be made final because the 
rejections of the second Office Action include rejections made on prior art not of records, and consist 
solely of included limitations which should reasonably have been expected to be claimed. As a result, it 
is erroneous, as a matter of law. to state diat the AppKcants' amendments were not reasonably expected 
by the Examiner and therefore necessitated die newgrounds of injection. Consequently, die final 
rejection was premature, and Applicants' ata,mey respectfi^y requests its withdrawal. 
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^Peddon is being sub^ieted by fecsi„^.^d thus AppHcan^^equeatthat^ 

Pe.donfeesbecha^dtod..D.positAcco„n.No.09.04.CofmMCo^ora.o. An.otherfbes 
shouH be chatged to Deposit Account No. 09-0460 as welL 

Respectfully submitted, 
Howard J. Glaser et al. 
By their attorneys, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 

Howard Hughes Center 

6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 

I-os Angeles, California 90045 

(310)641-8797 



Pate:j ylay 18. 20^1 By.J^ 




Name: Viftor G. Cfooper 
Reg, No.: 39,641 
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